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common law. The issue, except where directed by statute, is a mere incident to 
the suit in chancery. It is directed merely to satisfy the conscience of the Chan- 
cellor, and if he is not satisfied with the verdict he may set it aside and award a 
new trial of the issue, or he may disregard it and proceed to decide the cause 
without the intervention of another jury. But this discretion of the Chancellor, 
either in awarding the issue in the first instance, or in approving or disregarding 
the verdict of the jury in response thereto, is a sound judicial discretion, and is 
subject to review by the appellate court. Where the evidence relating to the par- 
ticular fact in dispute is contradictory and evenly balanced it is the peculiar 
province of a jury to weigh the evidence and decide the issue, and it is error for 
the Chancellor to set aside the verdict. 

5. Boundary Line Between States — If res judicata as to State, effect on citizen. 
If the boundary line between two States has been judicially ascertained in a suit 
between those States so as to be binding on them, it is equally binding on the 
citizens of those States. 

6. Res Judicata — Suits touching same matter — Different matters — Case at bar — 
Boundary line between Virginia and Tennessee. Where there have been two suits 
upon the same claim or demand, the judgment or decree in the first suit, if ren- 
dered on the merits, constitutes an absolute bar to a subsequent suit. All of 
those matters which were offered or received, or which might have been offered 
to sustain the particular claim or demand litigated in the prior suit, and those 
matters of defence which were presented or which might have been introduced 
under the issue to defeat such claim, are concluded by the judgment or decree in 
the former suit. But in a second suit between the same parties or their privies 
upon a different claim or cause of action, the judgment or decree in the first suit, 
in order to bar the second suit, must have been rendered between the same parties 
or their privies, and the point of controversy must have been the same, and have 
been determined on its merits. In the case at bar the issue is the location upon 
the ground of the compromise line of 1802 between the States of Virginia and 
Tennessee, and not the validity of that line which was the issue determined by 
Virginia v. Tennessee, 148 U. S. 503. 



Woods v. Early. — Decided at Richmond, November 18, 1897. — 
Cardwell, J: 

1. Chancery Pleading — Petition to rehear — Requisites of. A petition to re- 
hear a chancery suit, which does not allege the discovery of new and important 
testimony not known or accessible to the petitioner before the former hearing, and 
which points out no error npon the face of the former decree, should be dismissed. 

2. Tenants in Common — Proposed changes by one tenant to injury of another — 
Injunction — Case in judgment. A tenant in common has no right to alter or change 
the common property to the injury of his co-tenants without their consent, and where 
such injury would be material, continuing, and not adequately reparable in dam- 
ages, it may be restrained by injunction. In the case in judgment the evidence 
shows that the appellant and the appellee are tenants in common of the property 
in question, and that the alterations in the building proposed by the appellee 
would materially damage the property of the appellant. 



